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was found that, more than " one- fourth .of , these institutions, have ' 
establis^jed systems specifically .designed ti^^aclliitat^ eguipaent 
shearing, -sand an additional fs pe rcent were pl&pning to do so in the . 
near future, ■Th'e-'"v.a^»e' of ,.equipB^^(fcn sharing systems, wa s . ' ' 

approx,i»ately 10 ^»rcent"~bf " tiiat VO^^roperty;T^ccdju[iiting syst-ems'-' 
Three-fifths of the s|jaring, systems have been 'in operation' for twop- 
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total value of the sclent if ic equipment/ inventory in each system waf^s ^ 
at least S5 milliGn. post 6f the sharing systems irere computer based 

:ally at the institutions, pn'e-fourth of all 
>raal sharing arrangements that-^re used 
extensively on tbSetjr campuses* Survey respoivdeHts de^iribed lEoraal 
sharing techn.iq\ies other than those, asked about ili th« survey ^ 
guestioas. A sample guesti^nn aire is included. (S 8) * 4 ^ 
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V Highlights . - ^ 

The survey data represent weighted national estimates for 676 institutions, 
■including all public and private universities, all medical colleges, and all 

four-year colleges isr^h'fiiljl!^'^ime-«q < 

more students. 

More than one-fourth of these institutions have established systans specifically. ' 

designed-to facilitate equipment sl^aring, and an additional 18 percent were 

planning to do so in the near future. • ' ^ 

The value of equipment in sharing systems was approximately 10 percent of that ' 

in property- accounting systems. • 

Three- fifths of the Glaring systans have been in operation for two years or more. 

\ 

In nearly two-fifths of the sharing systems, the total value of the scientific 
equipmentf inventory in each system was at least $5 million. 
Most of the sharing systems were computer based and administered centrally at 
the institutions. i . 

The average cost of operation was $14,000 per year, with almost two-thirds of the 
sharing systems being maintained at an average annual cost of more tjian $10,000. 
ane-f<surth of all institutions have infonnal sliaring arrangements that are used ^ 
extensively on their campuses. • " 

Survey respondents described, formal sliaring technique^- other' those asked ' ' 
about in the survey questions. .' These included consortium arrangments between " 
colleges as well as intercampus sharing withiJi university systems; centralized 
equiimbit 'centers; and hierarchical priority-setting techniques that administrators 
use to assign priorities among requests for 'scientif ic equipment purcJiases. 



Background ; ' ^ 

The survey gathered information about the kinds of forma^^>^d informal pro- 
cedures colleges and universities follow to facilitate shji'ring of scientific 
equipment. These procedures hohe becoine -increasingly widespread because rising 
.;jCOSts,.of equipment and funding stringency in many science and engineering f^^s 
Iiave coiabineii to form a serious constraint on research, * 

.Methods of sharing range from small-scale cooperative arrangements between 
departjnents to sophisticated institution-wide coniputer-maintained systms. These 
methods vary in the level at which they are administered, the value of equipment 
being shared, the length of time they Mve been in operation, and their overall 
degree of. success. 

The federal government, particularly the National Science Foundation and the 
National Institutes of Health, is seeking information on institutional sharing 
arrangements in order to develop programs to encourage optijnal utilization of 
available scientific research equipment. Institutions may also benefit fran this 
study. Knowledge of the procedures and methods used by other colleges and univer- 
sities may^-help them develop their own plans for meeting . faculty needs for scientific 
equipment . 

Methods Summary 

y The [ligher Education Panel is a continuing, survey research program created in 
1971 l>)N,the American Council m Educatioii to conduct specialized surveys on topics 
of currant i^olicy interest to the higher education ccmmunity and to government 
ageneu?^. ^ ' 

TheTanel is a stratified sample of 760 colleges andViniversities drawn from 
the more ilvm 3,000 institutions listed in the National Center for Education Statistij&s 
Education Directory > All institutions in this population are groined in terms of the 
^variables constituting the Panel's, stratification design, based primarily on type 
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(university, four-year college, two-year college), control (public, private), and 
^size (fuir-time equivalent enrollmen£|. For any given survey either the entire 
Panel or an appropriate subset is used. 

CXi August 31, 1978, the survey instrument (Appendix A) was mailed to the 54S 
universities and four-year colleges in the Panel. An examiniti-on of responses • 

« 

fron four-year institutions with low enrollment indicated that their response raises 
" were relatively low (between 64 and 74 percent) and that "most neither had nor were 
plaiming to develop any system to facilitate the sjjared use of scientific equipment. 
Furthermore, many of these colleges were theological seminaries or other specialized 
institutions not involved in scientific activities. Therefore, the survey ^lysis 
was limited to universities, medical colleges, and other four-year institutions ' 

0 

with PTE enrollments greater than 2,000 students. ^, . 

Of the 439 Panel institutions thus defined as eligible, 372, or 85 percent of 
those Purveyed, provided usable responses. Resj^ons^ were institutionally weighted 

♦ 

t 

to represent the characteristics of all institutions in the eligible survey population 
A comparison of the respondents and nonresporidents and the weighting metliods are cOn-- 
tained in Appendix B. " . . " . 



♦ Findings • ^ 

• if 

s \ As of fall 1978, morp than one- fourth (27 percent), of al^^ institutions had 

established some system or procedure specifically designed to facilitate the sharing 
» 

of scientific equipn^nt, and an additional 18 percent had plans to establish such 
systQiis in the near future (table 1) . Overall, ;sc«newhat greater proportions of 
public institutions tlian priv^at^ institutions had sharing systCTis already in place 
or in the planning' stage. And, as sunmarized in. table A, .universities wei'e more 
likely to liave a sharing system in place or^planned than were four-year colleges. 
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Table A: PTCx:edures. f or Facilitating the 
Shared Use 'of Scientific 
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, ' I\iblic universities 


36 


33 
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-Private universities ^ 


28 


28. 








Public fcxir-year colleges 


28 


14 ' 
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Private^ ^^our- year colleges 


19 


,10 








' > Total 

1^ ■ III ■ - — — — — — >^ — • -- — 1^ . 


27 


4 18 
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Since a property- accounting system could be adapted to serve as a vehicle for 
equipment sharing, institutions were also asked if they maintained sucl) a system. 
Of, the 676 colleges anH universities represented by ti\e survey; 83 percent maintained 
a fomial accounting or control system for institutional property other than real 

estate. As with the sharing systems, such control systems were more likely to' • 

• . ■ ■ 

exist- at public than at private ins"^itutions . Within each sector similar proportions 
of universities and four-year colleges reported having su^ systems (table B) . 



Table Br Percent of Inst iti,it ions Having 
■ - Formal Property- Ac(2«uiiting ^ 
Systems,' Fall 1978 * 



Universities 
Four^yea'r colleges 



Public 
96 . 
94 



Pl^ivate 

60 . 



In" public institutions the control systems were most often initiated in response . 
to state requirements; in the private sectpr, control systesns resulted from individual 
-institutional requirements (table 2). ^ • . 

In most instancies the procedures designed to facilitate the sharing of scientific 



equipnent were cloraly linked to a more general property -acccxm ting system. Among;' 



/ Jahle C: Sharing Systems: Years in Operation, Fall 1978 



. ^ . ^ • 'Universities iW-Year Colleges 

Years in (deration Public Private PuKlic" . ^jivate 

Number ■ ' (40) (21) . (gi) (323 

Total i>ercent 100 lOO 100 100 

Less than cue year . 42 14 19 «. '5 

Oie to two - 12 ■ 14 • 18 ' 33 

Two to five '27 14 12 " 33 

More thanjive ig . 53 53^ 29 




,the 184 institutions that Iiad a'sharing^tan in operation at the' time of the 
survey, more than two-thirds described this system as an integral part of, or • 
significantly coordinated with, a-more general property- accounting system (table 3) 
Fewer than one-fourth of the' institutions reported that their systems for sharing f 
scientific equipment were basically independent of the niore general property- 
accounting systems. , * , 
Qiaracteristics of the Sliaiing Systems - 

(nfonnation was obtained about several descriptive characteristics of the ' ' 
sharing systems in use during 'fall 1978, including the following: 

1. the length of time the systems have been operating ' ' 

2. the total value of the equipment incorporated into the system 
3., the minimum value, for inclusion of an item in the systean 

, 4.^ the descriptive ^ elements included in -cataloging the itesus of equipment . 
. 5. the types of records used in operation of the system ^ 

6. the administrative level which maintains tlie system 

7. provisions for updating iiiformation held within the system 
These characteristics are briefly discussed below. ' 

Time in Operation . ' . • ' , 

^Approximately two-fifths of the sharing systems had been in^ operation for more 
than five years; one -fifth, had been in operation from two to five years, another 



one-fifth irm one to two years, and. the final one- fifth for less than dn^Ki^^ar 

•. N ' ' ♦ .. - . ^. . . / ' ■ 

(table 4).. • - . - \, ' . - , , 

Public institutions const i tut «d 65 percent, of the , Col leges anduniversitie^ 
covered iiv the sui^ve^ but a slightly *larg«r proportion (71 percent) of the insti- 
tutions with sharing systems, now in use. A? shown in table C, sharing systc3?ns in * 
public universities and,fGUr-year cyplege^; were iriore likely to be recently established 
than were tliosc in private institutions.. 

The general propejrt older at public tlian 

at priv^t^^ institutions/ ALnost two-thirds (65 percent) df the public systems'^ 
were iTOre'^iaii five years old, whereas among private ins titlS^ions just over half 

(53 percent) \had been operating longer than five years . 

^, - .t ' ' ■ • ■ 

Total Value of EqinpmCT^ , ^ s# » 

. At the^time of this survey, formal sharing system^ covered more than $1 bil- i 

. - , ' . . ■ ... :. . ^ 0^ 

lion worth of equipnentf with nearly nine of every ten dollars contained in the \ 

public sector. Cne-fifth of the institutions -with shating systeans had equiiTment 

valued under $1 millipn, whereas nearly one-tliird had equipment valued at $10 mil- 

lion or more (table 5). ^Tlic ranges of equij|nent values for public and private 

univeTj$ities imd fouf-year colleges are summarized in figure 1/ • / ' 

The tot 51 value of equipment Hi^^^gps^^ systems was approximately 

$10.3 billion (table 6), Over'h^lf of this dollar value in ^uipment-was reported 

by^:ptjiblic universities and about one-third by public f^r-year cfeleges. Of the re- 

maining 15.. percent, 11 percent was report^ by private universities and 4 percent 

^ ■ ^ ✓ 

by private four-year colleges. , (It should be recalled that 74 percent pf institu- 
tions which had property - jACUtw/t ing systems were in-^ the publitf sector . ) 

Minimum Value for Inclusion , ^ 

Property-accounting systems had louver" minimum values, for ant item of cquipfiient 
to "be included tiiaii did, equipment -sharing systen]i,s. The ■minimura, dollar value Vas- 



Flflurt 1: DtetrilMitiGn of iniUtutiont by Totar V4iu« of Equipment, Fall 1978 

, IN PROPERTY-ACCOUNTING SYSTEMS ' 
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Public 4- Year CoUeges 
15% 



.34% 




39% 



Hii 



12% 



Private Universities 



4% 




14% 



*27% 




5 5% 

Private 4-Year ^lieges 
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IN SCIENTIRC-EQUIPMENT^SHARING SYSTEMS 
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$2110;'or less . for more than three-fourths of the/ property-accounting systems, but this 
was the 'fliiniitajm value for about one-iialf of the equipment -sharing systems (tahle 7) . 
Descriptive Content " •■ ♦ 

' In both types of systems the equipment record- included the name, of the "item," its 
location, its technical description and acquisition cost, and the . person responsible 
for the item (table 8) . Additionally/many -i^ystems recorded the item's age, current 
market value and condition. - 

,?^De oC Record . ^ . ■ ' 

• / Most institutions ^i^intained their equipment records as part of a cpniputerizod 
system (74 percent o^:he property-accounting systaiis and 59 percent of the sharing 
systems, table 9). Most of the other colleges universities used file cards 
or other manually prepared paper records. In general, pub^c institutions made 
more use of the computer for record^ ket^ng than did private institutions. Public 
universities in particular made heavy use of the -computer (for 96 percent of tlieir 

property -accounting systems and 68 percent of their equipment -sharing system-s. ) 
Administrative Level , 

The prepojiiderajU majority of property -accounting systems (80* percent) and ha].f 
of the pquipment-sliaring\ systems were 'administered at the institutions' central , 
offices (table 101. Ccmpared with property- accounting systems, proportionately^ 
twice as inany equipment - sliaring systems were administered at ^tlit departmental or 
school ^level (38 percent vs-- 17 percent . 

Provisions for Updating v *^ 

CXirreirt Lnformatioii about , newly ecjuipment is obviously an important . 
feature. of any systaii that seeks to facilitatd the sharing of scientific eciu'ip- 
ment. Slightly more than half of the institutiojrts with sharing systems indicated 
that all new equipment was added to the list or inv6n*tory only at time 'of acquisi- 
tion (table 11). Such- info rmat ion was entered in a more timely fashion at public 



■institutionsj^iere 68 perccuil of those with sharing systems recorded, new,' equipmait 
.at' tiflje, of aSpisition; at i^rivate institutions only 10 percent did so. 



Information about equipment already entered into the system was usually up- 



dated by phyi?ical inventory (tJj^lc^t^. -In the ^uijment- sharing systems, such 
inventories were conducted annually in 41 percent of the systems and less frequently 
in 49 percent. In 10 percent of the sharing^ystans, updating was, achieved by means 
other than a direct physical inventory. These methods included annual reviews of - 
computer printouts, quarterly reports from deans of school?' and colleges, and volun- 
taiy inputs fran department heads and principal investigators. 

Cost of O|)cration 

The mean annual cost of operating the jiroperty- accounting systems covered in 
the survey was approximately $24,000. The cost attributed to the equipment -sharing 
system^ was smaller, ranging bertween $500 and ^$60,0(X]^d - averaging about ^$14, 000. 
Table 13 gives additional detail of the cost differences at public and priVate 
universities and colleges. . 
Access to thq Information 

S^m^ey respondents were asked who received ccsiiplete copies of the inventories 
from Uie proijerty-accoSiting aii^ the equi]anent-sliaring systei^s. For three- fourths 
of the property-acepunting systems, the institution's purchasing officer was a ' ^ 
recipient of the inventories (table 14). Between one-fourth ar^d one-third of the ' 
. property- accounting systems also provided the inventories to deans of schools and 
coUeges, research administrators, mid department' head's . Dissemination of equipment 
inventories fran the sharing systems was substantially broader, as shown in table D. 



In assessing these cost figures it should be noted tliat the respondents were asked, 
to exclude the start-up costs (i.e., establishing the initial wiveritory) but to 
include salaries, space, movement of equipment, coni^uter chargss, etc. 
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Table D: Dissoniiiation of Hquipngnt Inventor icrs. Fall 1978 

Office or Officer Property-Accounting ..Equipnent- 

Receiving Complete ^ Systems - . Sharing Systems^ 

Equi'j^nient Inventories - (N=560) (N==184) 



IVistitution purchasing ' . 

officer 731 * /- 65^^ . 
Office of research ^ ^ 

administration 25 61 

Hquipinent- sharing system officer 10 43 

Deans of schools' or colleges 52 ^ ^ 65 

Dej)artment head , . j 34 ' 4^ . % - 

Individual faculty or resoachers '9 . - 16 

• S^^ess of Shari n g Syst ems' •■ . ^ , 

About one in ten institutions described. "^eir sharing systems as considerably 
successful, but most others (46 percent) limited their evali^tion statesnent to 
"fairly successful" (table 15) . Only 1 percent felt ,their system was a f a^ Au t p. 
In the judgment of the rospondents , more t\hn one-fourth of tlje systems were still 

too early in their developnent. to warrant an evaluation of tlieir success or failure. 

■ * 

Other Devices' for Sharing 

" The absence of a fo^Tnal sharing system on campus did not necessarily mean 
tlwt scientific equipment was not shared or that duplicate purchases of equipment 
were inevitable.. The survey inquir.ed about sane of the other means by which sharing 
took place w^d duplicate equipiiient purchases were avoided, . . 
■ Iftfoi^l Sharing , 

Survey respondents were asked about the- degree to which equipment sharing 
ocairred outside the framework of ciny formal system. Twenty- five percent stated 
that infomial equipment 'sharing was cxten'sive, 49 percent said that it was moderate, 
and 23 percent, that it was minimal. Only three percent reported no informal sliaring 

The data also permit examination of ;the degree tro which ^informal- sharing was' a 
.substitute for or a supplements to fonnal sharing systems. Figure 2 suggests that a 
substantial amount of . informal sharing took place in all institution settings, but 
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FH}iic» 2: tnfarm«| Sluirina of ScHHitific Equipment Among inytituttons 
With «tHf wrthpJt « ShiHng Syttmi, Fall 1978 
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*tiuit iiifoimal .sharirig tended to be move extensive at ingtituticais' which also- had a - 
^formal sharing system. This was esjjecially so ^ong private four-year colleges, s 

^ * ■ , ■ ■ ■ [ 

where 69 percent of those with fomul sharing systems also claimed -textens^ive infor- 
ma^^siiaring. (table 16) . Only 24 percent of the comparable colleges without formal 

systems indicated they usedtinformal sharing, extensively* " - . 

C ontro'I Over New Purchases . \ 

Another device that jnay facilitate equijWat sharing is. tfie review often asso- 
ciated with processing research pi*oposals and requests for purcliase of scientific 
equipiTKjnt. Survey respondents were asked to identify the cifficiais who participated 
in the reviews that determine wliether requested scientific equipment may already 



jl>e available on the campus. These review processes involved types of institution 
Wficials who wCwld be ale^t to possible sharing arrangements. j • . 

To screen equipment purchases, well over half of the institutions involved the ' 
appropriate departinent head in rfcviewing research projWals (table 17). In addi- 
tion. at two- fifths or more- of the institutions , -th^dean of the school or college 
or the office of research administration also participated. TJie review process asso- 
ciated with actual purchase requests did not change significantly even when t^ , 
acquisition of more expensive e(|uipnent was conternplated (table 18). 



Other Methods of Control 



Those 106 institutions that h^d no formal system either for property;! 
accounting or f^ equixment sharing were asked if they had some other means 
of avoiding unnecessary purchase of new scientific equipment . More than three- 
fourths reported having other means (table 19) . Hie table below suMarizes the 
level at which these methods operate at public aiui private institutions that - 
have no fonnal systeih. 



Table E:. Levels at Which Equipment Purchases 
are Screened at Instituticm? with . 
.No Formal System, Fall 1978 





— 7 


Public 


Private 




Levels of Operation 


' (N=21) 


(N*85) 




I\ir chasing office 


411 


221 . 


^ ,. 


Office of research 








admiiidstration 
» Otner central institution 


: \ 


10 

> 




office 

Office of dean of school 




. 15 




or college 


30 


36 




Department head 


, 41 


, 53 




... ^ther ■ " 


0 


8 



Other Sharing Techniques. . . , • 

4 This survey is, of course, a limited :^e and litjuld not incorporate the full 

range of techniques for equipment sharing at colleges and liniversities. CorresiVsndence • 
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received frcra survey respondents referrq^ to a variety^ of sharing techniques that 
may not be fully reflected in the data- of this report, including the foljpwingf 

1. Consortium arrangements between dif/erent institutions. 

-2. Inter- cajnpus sharing within university systems. 

3. Research cost centers. A major midwestern university enclosed a 
selecteii list of more than forty kinds of facilities and equipiftent 
approved for sharii^ among sponsored research projects. ; . ' 

4. -Equipn«ipt center^. A respcaident at' another midwestern university wrote. 

that the institution shares "centralized facilities which are used 
extensively by people from a number of departments," such as the 
Rae loar yeaotoy'and - clcct'ron microsco|» e ^ laboratory'.- ' — — 



~S. Priority setting for purchase of equipment. "...(A) 11 special equip- ■ 
ment purchases start with departmental priorities , are judged and 
given school priorities, ...are j'udged and arranged in .campus priorities, 
...are further judged. .by all deans hi ccmnittee, and are (finally) 
approved by the chancellor. The syst^n has worked effectively." ^ 

It shoi^d also be noted that a^ number of respcjndents doubted that formal, 
cqn^uteriAd systems to facilitate sharing of scientific equipment would be cost- 
effective on their own campuses ox would be much of an improvement dver their 
current sharing techniques. This was principally because of small campus size, 
existing cooperative arrangements, and' the absence of a sizable researdi equip- 
ment inventory. 
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Table 1 



Institutions Mftiiitainin^ or Planning a Sci«itific B^uipB^t- Sharing. Systaa (SESS) , 
by Type ind OuMvol of Institut^ 
^ ' {In Percentages) 



Status of SiiSS 




All Institutions 


Ihiversities 


Four- Year Colleges 


Total 


PUiJlic 
. (N-437) 


Private 
■ CN-239) 


PUDliC 
P^112J/ 


Private 


. ^Public 
^N-32S) 


private 
(N«16^) 


SiiSS already in o^ratipr>' 




.27.2 , 


30.0 


22.2 


35.7 


28.4 


28.0* 


19.4; 


SliSS planned to be in operation 


















by Doc€tBbev 1978 


i 


1.1 




.6 


3.1 


0 


.7 


.9'' ■ 


by July 1979 




1.2 


1.2 


1.1 


2.1 


1,7 ' 


.9 




by Decfisaber 1979 




4.9 


; 5.8' 


3.1 


11.4 


10.0 ' 


3.9 


0 


by January 1980 or later 








3.8 


.12.5 


6.7 


4.6 


2.5 


no re^|x«istf 




4.S 


3.6 


7.3 


4.0 


10.0 


3.4 


6.1 


No'plivs For JiiiSS 




55.2 ■ 


51.5 


61.9 


.31.2 


43.2 


SS.S 


70.5 ■ 


Total 




100.0 


,100. 0 


ip.o/ 


100.0 . 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 



iVtotcr Oi this ai^ isubsequoit tables, sti)totals my not add exactly to their respective ^otals fk» to 
wipighting and rounding.; ' • . 




■"' ■ '" ' ! J.' ' 

T^ie 2 y' ' 

* >' 

Institutions Maintaining a For»al Accounting or Ccntrol Systera fbt 
J>roperty Other Than Real Hstate, 
hy Source of Roquittujent and, Type and Control of ijnstitutior 
(In Percentages) * 



Souixze of RaquireHient 


All 


Institutions 


iMiversities 


Four-Year Colleges 


Total 
f^f-676) 


Public 
tN-437) 


I>rivatc 
C?^^39) 


Public 
(N*112) 


pi^ivate 
^N-74) 


Public 
(N*32S) 


Frivate 


acccunting ov acntrol tyatam 


S60 






1Q8 


44 


£05 


IDS... 


t 

State require»Dfit 


S2.1 


ti)i 


10.0 ^ 


56. S 


2.8 


70.8 


. 13.0 


Sy steal requirtraent ^ 


. 15.8 


15.4 


15.9 


22;l 


19^4 


13. Q 


15.8 


liistitutional requircsaent 


30.4 


16.0 


70.7 


. 17.9 


69.4 


15.3 


71.2- 


Othe^ • 


1.7 


. 1.5 


2.5 


■3.2 


8.3 


.9 


0 


Total 


100.0 


IDD.O 


IQO.O 


100.0 


lOD-0 


100. 0 


IQO.O ^ 



2i 
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Table 5 



ReUtionship oS Sciwitific Hquipwent'Shartnjj Systas (SiSSS) to Property- Accounting System (PAS); 

by ivpe smd Otntrol of Institution 
(In Percentagfts) 

Ml Institutions 



Relationship ^ 


total 


Public. 


• Private 


Public 


Private 


iPublic 


Private 


HmbBif' of -ifiMtituticrtM uith an SSSS 


184 


122 


6S 


40 


21 




32 


Ki^^i^i "1 c all inf^Mcrfml «TaV>^ 

of , the PAS 


32.9, 


35.2 


27.6 


40.0 


29.4 


33*2 


.26.6 


S£SS is coordinated t^ a significant « 
exta^it vith the PAS 


35.5 


34.0 


38,1 


io,o 


47.1* 


31.5 


32.6 


SESS i% entirely or mostly ii'kdepeivlent 
of the- the PAS 


23.5 


24.0 


22.5 


17.1 . 


5.9 , 


26.9 


32.6 


' Too early to detcimujc , 


4.7 


5.8 


2.2 . 


2.9 


5.9 


7.0 


- 0 . 


ftot applicable (no PAS) 


3.6 


1.0 


9.5 


0 


11.8 


1.4 


8.2 


Total > 


100.0 . 


lOO.p 


>. 100.0 


lOQ.O' 


lOQ.O 


100. 0 


100.0 


fiMisi>i»i' ' of institutions pUmning an SSSS 


119 


SI 


• • ^8 


J? 


21 


44 


17 


SiiSS will be an iiit^ral part of tiie PAS 


37.9 


.38.2 


37.1 


'29.0 


53.3- 


46.3 


12.2 


SESS will ^.coordinated to a significant 
extcnt^ with the PAS 


12.5 


12.4 


12^1 


22.6 


'20.0 


5.5 


0 ' 


SESS will be oitirely.or aostly Ind^ndcnt 
6f the PAS 


9.3 


9.6 


S.5 


12.9 




• 6.7 


U.3 - 


Too early to detenoine 






42.2 


3S,5 


■. 20.0 


43,6 


76.5 


Not applicable (no PAS) 


0 


0 


0 


' ' ' 0 


0. 


' 0 . 


0 « 


Total* . 


100.0 * 


100.0 ' 


im,o 


100.0 


100.0. • 


100.0 


100.0 



■ Table 4 

Length of Operation of Property-Actountiiig Systea and Scientific EquipRient- Sharing System, 

by Type and Control of Institution 
f (In Percentages) 



.All' Ihstituticms Uhiversities Four-Year Colleges 

M»igth of .Operation ^ Total fiMtc Private Public t>rivate "TuBIic'^Wme 



N^^r of institutions 




5eo' 


4 IS 


, 14? 


108 ■ 


44 


205 


102 


less than one year 




3.7 


2.S 


6.2 


4.4 


14.7 


2.2 


2.7 


Oie but less than two years 




S.9 


3.4 


12.9 


3.3 


5,9 


t' 

. 3.4 


15.8 


Twa to f ivx? years 




28.3 


23.6 


27.6 


15.4 


35.5 


55. S 


24.4 


Mare than five years 




62 .'I' 


6S..2 


55.3 


76.9 


. 44.1 


61.0 


57.1 


Total 




100.0 


100.0 


100,0 


100.0 


100.0 


mo.o 


100.0 


■ijisntifia Mquiiviwnt^shaanng systsm 
















NuBjber of institutions 




2B4 


122 


5S 




21 


91 


' 22 


Less than one year 




21.1 


26.0 


8.9 


42.3 


14.5 


1*8.9 


5.4 


One but less than two years 




IS.S 


16.0 


25.7 


11. S 


14.3 


18.0 


33.0 


Two to five years 




19.3 


16.8 


25.7 


26.9 


14.3 


12.4 


33,0 


Mare than Yive years 




40. S ' 


41.2 


39.8 


1^.2 . • 


57.1 


50.8 




Total 




100.0 


100.0, 


100.0 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 0 
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Table 5 



•Total- Valiuf. 



l»fMX«\tage Distribution of lastitiitiv^s by Uje Estimtod Totnl Value of liaui; 
Inclu^icd in the Prqxjrty- Account iiig and Scientific Hqui^jment -Sharing Systems 
and by Type aiki Coi;trol of Institutic^ 



XlT^nst itut ions " 
iotai TuBTic Triv^te" 



"^Ei ve r sitics ~ Pour-Year College s 
rOblTc mvale" TuETic PYiTOtr 



NUmi^*r of in:;tituciciis 




41S 


147 


IQB 




■ ,.d03 


• 10^ 


U»ss tiwLn $.5 JuiUion 


10.6 


7.S 


, 18-5 


f 4.0 


0 


9.1 


26.4 


S'.S-.9 million 


7.8 , 


4.1 


. 18.2 


0 


4.S 


5.6 


24.1 


$1.0-1.9 million ' 


11,3 


12.3 


8.4 • 


0 


9.1 


16.6 


8.1 


. $2.0-4.9 milliiw 


15.7 


15.2 


22.8 


i.3 


4.S. , 


17.5 


30.6 


$5.U;9.9 wiUion 


14. S 


16. i 


9.8 


S.3 - 


22.7 


20.0 


4.2 


SlO.0-19,9 million 


16.8 


21.8 




29.5 


- 4.5 


i^J:2 ^ 


2.1 


$20.0-29.9 niillioji 


6.3 


6.5 


5.8 


8.0' 


9.1 


6.0 


4.4 


$30.0-49.9 million ' 


7.6 


7.4 


S. 2 


. 17.5 


27.3 


3.9 


Q , 


$S0 miliipn or more 




10.7 


5.5 


34.7 


' 18.2 


2.2, 


0 


Total 


lOO.O 


100. 0 


100,0 


100.0 * 


100|0 


100*0 


100.0 


















Number of uistituticm? 




IM 


' . 




21. 




^2 


l^ss tluii $.S million 


18.6 • 




33.4 


0 


12. S 


21.4 


S9.1 


$.S-.9 jjiiilion 


2.3 


3.2 


€ 


8.3 


- -0 


' 0. 


■ 0 


$1.0-1-9 )uillion 


14.5 


17.2 


6.9 


25.0 


12. S 


12.4 


\o' 


$2.0-4.9 miUi6n 


27.2 


27.7 


26.0 


16.7 


25.0^ 


34.5 


27.2 


$5.0-9.9 millit^i 


6.7 


4.2 


13.8 


0 


25. U 


6.8 . 


0 


$10.0-19.9 mili^ion 


22.6 


26.0 • 


13.0 


33.5 


12.5 


21.5- 


13.6 


. $20.0-29.9 milliV 


* 


5.3 


6.9 


8.3 


. 12. S' 


3.4 


0 


$50.0 49.9 milliqii 


2.? 


3,2 


0. 


8.3 . , 


0 


0 ' 


0 


' SSO million or raore 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


,0 


0 


Total 


100.0 


100,0 


100. 0 


^100. Q 


10l}.0 


100.0 


100,0 



Table 6 

r^stimated Total Value of Equipment Included in tl^ l^qierty-Account^ng . 
and scientific l-quipment -Sharing systems^ 
by lype iind Control of Inst itutit^ , 



Inst itut icmi I Cat c^o r^' _ 

Niialx?r of institutions 

Total value (in millicns 
of 4iolI*rsl 

. rerccntage distribution 

UxsabcT of in.st itut iais 

. TotiU .wiluu . ( in millions 
of dollars) 

rcrct?fitajjc distribiitiofi 



All Inst itut icg ^s 

Total " VuFTic "l^rivate 



560 



10,276.4 8,707.6 
. 100.0 84.7 



184 



1,030.2 1K)7.1 
100.0 88.1 



U? 

1,56^.9 
15. S 



123.1 
11.9 



Uiivcrsities 

IHiblic " Private 



108 

5,303.4 
51.6 



40 



"499.6- 
48.4 ' 



44 

1,158.0 
J1.3 



63.7- 
6.2 



Four- YearJZo 1 logics 
Plibllc TrjLVate 



3,404.1 
33.1 



91 

407.5 
39,6 



102^ 

410.8 
4.0 



S9.4 
5.8 
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Table 7 • j' ' 

' ' ■ • ■('■'. ^ ' ■ ' . . 

Percentage Distribution'of Instituticais by the Minijiuim Value of. Equipment for Inclusion in 
the Property-Accounting and Scientific Equipment -Sharing Systems, 
and by Type and Control of Institution 



All 



,s>Minimum Value for Jiiclusion 



Total 



Institutions 
Public 



Private 



Universities 
Jliblic - Private 



Four -Year Colleges 
"Public Private 



■ ■ - , ' ' — ■ — 

Pvoyertif-acoounting system 


t 














Number of institutions 


S§0 


413 




108 


44 


. 306 


103 


Less than $50 ' . . 


18.2 


' 20.0. 


13.2 


11.0 


9.4 


23.3 


14.9 


. $50-100. , f 


26.7 


31.2 


U.l 


26.4 


6.3 


33.0 


17.7 


;.,.4l0i-200 , 


52.5 


32.7 


32,0 


33:o 


25.0 


32.7 , 


35.2 


■ $201-300 ■ . • • / 


14.2 


12.3 


19.4 


20.9 


28.1 


9.2 


15.5 


$301-400 , . . . , 


> 5.3 


2.1 


6.7 


6.6 


15.6 


.4 


2.7 


$401-500 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


$501 or more 


,5.0 


1.6 


14.5 . 


2,2 


15.6 


1.4 


14.0 


Total ' 


IQQ.O 


100.0 ^ 


100.0 


100,0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


Soien tific equipmen t-shai'ing sya tern 


A 














Number of institutions 


184 


231 


63 


4€ 


SI 


92 


32 


Less tiian $50 


10.4 


12.1 


6.6 


4.5 


8.3 


16.2 


5.2 


$50-i00 


8.6 


• 10.8 


3.6 . . 


8.7 


. 8.3 


11.9 


0 


$101-200 


31.4 


34.4 


24. '3 


8.7 


8.3 


48.2 


36.4 


$201-300 ^ 


20.8 


♦15.0 


34.4 


17.4 


25.0 


13.7 


41.6 


$301-400 


6.6 


6.3 , 


. 7.2 


13.0 


16.7 


2.7 


0 


$.401-500 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


$501 or iBore 




21.5 


23.9 


47.8 


33.3 


7.4 ■ 


16.7 


Total 


lOO.O 


100.0 


lOO.O 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 



24 



' ^ Table 8 ' . 

Information Recorded for Equipment in. the Property-Accounting and Scientific Equijroent -Sharing Systems, 

by Type and Control of Institution 
(In Percentages) 



Infoniiation Item ^ 


" r H 

All 


Institutions'^ 


Universities 


Fciir-Year Colleges 


Total 


Public 


Private • 


Public 


Private 


Public 


PrivAt^ 

1 A X V C4 W W 


















Number ot institutioiis 


.560 




14? 


108 


44 


■206 


■102 . 


Name of item 


98.4 


99.2 


96.2 


99.4 


97. S 


, 99.1 


• 95.7 . ^ 


.Technical descripticcri , 


58,4 


58.6 


57. 8 


49.7 


63,1 


61.7 


55.5 ' 


Person responsible for equipment 


62.8 


. OH . y 




C7 7 


ou*2 , 


67.6 


0 


Availability - 




0 


0 


0 


0 " 


0 


'Actual acquisition vatlue 


82.6 


'm,2:. 


72.5 


88. '6 




,' 85,4 


64.2 


'Market value at time of 








■ 




• 


acQuisition 




:.iU. 


30.4 


22*7 


.11-5 


33.5 


'38. S 


Location 




yz . u 


95.4 


.92.9 


94.6 


91.6 


95.7 


Condition 




i^- U 


45* 7 


29.2 


45.9 


34.4 


45 . 7 


Ace or year of manufacture 




64 . 9 


57.0 


61.6 


66.0 

> 


66.0 


54 . 1 










v.. 








Number of institutions 




121 




40 




91 




Name of item 


91.4 


97.3 


76.7', 


95/. 9 


99.9 


■ 98.0 


61.6 


Technical description 


'61.4 


64.1 


54.9 


. 6r. 4 


66.^ 


65.3 


^47.2 • 


Person responsible for equipment 


65.0 


62.9 


70 1 


72 q » 

72^ 




Jo . J 


AT A 

01 . D 


Availability 


41.1 


41.0 


41.2 ' 


46.0 


25.0 ' 


38.8 


: 51.7 


Actual acquisition value 


56,2 


63.2 


38.8 


76.7 


74.9 . 


57.3 


15.3 


Nlarket value at time df^ 
















a(^quisition 


15'. 5 


19.1 


15.3 


• 8.3 


20.7 


5.4 


Location 


83.3 


82.1 


86.3 


92.0 


91.5 


/ 77.8 :': 


'82.8 


•Condition' 


38.0 


44.3 


22.4 


4g.8 


33,3 


41 . 8 


•15.3 , 


Age or year of manufacture 


47.3 


57.1 


22.9 


61.4 


49.9 


'55.2 ' 


'■■■-s-.r ... 
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f 



1 
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Table 9 



Hethod.of Keeping Records, for ?^oi>eit>^- Accounting and Scientific Equiiiiiejn -Shji rii;^ Hysti^; 

' , by>;ryi>e a3Ki (v6nt7ol oC Institution / - 
l -J CIn Perci^tagcs) 





All 


Institutions 


Iliivcr^ities 


Four-Yeur« Colleges 


lota I 


Public 


PyivattJ 


Public 


' Private 


Public 


. Private 


-tj .1 . ■ - ■■ — ^ , , ■ 
















Nuabox' of ijistituticns 


S60 




14? 


108 






202 


File caafe .or other »anu«lly 
















23,4 


IS.S 


45.5 


3.2 


31. 4 


19. a 


51.6 


G)«|iuteri2istl siystoa \ 


73.6 


83.2 


46,6 


\ 95.7 


65.7 


78.8 


5iiv4 


i'ersixial knowletlge of tw 
















prog rum niiu>agcr 


.9 


.9 




1.1 


2.9 


« , 9 


0 


Otlwr 


2.1 


.3 


7.0' 


0 


0 


- .5 


10.0 . 


Total 1 

. V 


100. a 


IDO.Q 


iCO.O 


100.0 


iOO.O 


looTo 


100, i> 


















Nunl«r, of Ixistitutiais 




ISl 




^40 ■ 


21 


'91 


■ $2 , " 


File cards or other ooanuiklly 
















pre^xited p4i|>er wrords 


26.0 


25.6 


'27.2 


'16.1 


' 21.4 


29-8^ 


50.8: 


Co6^>gt«?riied sy^tca 


. 58.6 


63.7 


44,6 


67.7 


57,1 • 


61.9 


36,8 


Personal Jaiow ledge of the 






1 










program sasiaager 




8.5 


11.4 


12. 9-'' 


n.4 


6.6 


s.i 


Other ' " 


^6.1 


2,2 


16.9 


73. 2 


0 




27, 3\ 


Total ^ 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


: 100.0 


100.0 


100.0/ 



Table 10 
* ' ■ 

Levels at Which Property- Accouit ing aiui Scientific j'.quipmcnt -Sharing Sy%tms Are 
Administered, by Tyi>e and Cc«trol of Institutiai 
(In Percentages) 



A4»xnl$triitive I^'els 


Ail 


InstituticTJS 


IMWersities 


Four - Year' Col leges 


Total 


Pviblic 


Pi'ivate 




Private 




4Vivate . 


















' Nuabcr of institutiais 


■ i>60 






108 


44 , 




' 106 ■ 


Coll(^e or uiuversity systan office 


25.4 


24.5 


20.3 


26.8 


14.3 


, 23.6 




Instituti9n*s central office' 


79.6 


83..1 


69.9 


83.5.** 


80'. 3 


Ay82,9 


65.5 


School or'dq)art3?>ent 


16.6 


17.0 


15,4 


16.1 


" *14.3 


17.3 


■ 15.8 


















fJunber of instituticxis 


184 






^ 40 


21 




'. 62. ■ 


Collect* or university system office 


15.4 / 


15.8 


14. S 


26.0 


28.5 


11.4 : 


/ s:4. 


Ini?t itution*s central office 


50.0 


50,8 \ 


48.1 


77.9 


64.1 


, 39.0 


37.6' 


School or department 


37.7 


27.4 


63.0 


40.8 


49.9 


21. S 


71.6 



28 • 
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Occasions for Addinij Ntw EquipMit to Invwtories of l>roper.ty-Acccx4aitiug 
• and S^ie^tific EqUipwcnt-ShariiVj Systems, 

by Type and Control of Institutiwi 



> 



Occasion^ 
■ Oi 



All Inst i tut ionti 
Total npuKnU"^ Privat e 



111 i vers it ies^^^ 
PuSlic Private 



Fcxir- Yegr Colleges 
TubTI c J. vat e 



l^iunber with provisions tor adding 

C^ly at timt o'tf. 4|c<iuisiti(^- 
' Mf^Cc frequently tlian anru^^ly 
• ^ ' ^ •'Aaoi^lly 

^ Lcii!> fre^uejitly thaa annually 

NuRttber with provisions for adding 
new equiiiwent 

- * (iiiy at tiae of acquisition 

■^. .Mtyre frequently Vhan iinnually 

v'Anniuilly ^ 

' less frequcfitly than annually 

'Total 

O---!- ----- - 



\67.7 




66.5 


J^66.3 


44 
,; 64.7 


6SJ 


99 
67.3 


■19.1 




12.0 


26.1. 


\ 26.5 


19.9 


. ;s..7. 


10.3 


8.6 


15.4 


6.5 






■ 19.6 


2.9 




6.0 


1.1 


2.9 


2.1 • - 


7.4 


100. 0''' 




lOO.O 


100.0 


100.0 


■ipo.o . . 


. 100.0 



182 


l'^9 




4$ 


22 


91 


'S2 


51.4 


67.9 


'9, a 


60.0 


15.4 


71.5 


6.0 




21.0 


49.2 


24.0 


61.%^' 


19.7 


40.9 


13.S 


■ 11.2 


20.7 


16.0 




[9.0 


'24.2 


S.8 




20.3 


0 




0 


28.9 


100.0 


100. 0 


100, Q 


100.0 . 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 



Tablo 12 



Provisions -for Updating n)i'ormtiaj^<jiriIqi!^]i»^ in* the rrq?erty-Accoimtijig 
l-^ . ■ ana Scientific Equipment -Sharing Systems, 
by Type iu}d Cot^trol of Institution 
(In Percentages) 



Provisions 




'All Tnstitutiodi; . 


universities 


Four-Year 'Col IcKos 


Total,^ Public 


I'ti^te 


Public 


Private , 


Public 


Private' 


















V/ NUabcT With^'provision^ 
;] ujxiatin^ ijifdrBSatltii on 
* equtpnent -"^-y 


512 




224 


204 


. 






physical inventory mad*?: 
anmially . 

less frequently than lumually 


61.8 
32.7 


70.3 
?5.S 


35.1 

:,55.,2 


70.6 
23.5 


40.6 
■ 43.7 


70.1 
26.5 


32.3 

60.8 ^ 
6.9 


By oth^r Bieans 


'5.S 


4.2 


■■• ' 9.8 ■ 


5,9 


■ ^15.6 


3.6 


\ T6tai . ' ' • 


100.0 


100- 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


^oitin^iftiS ttquipmunt' sharing ^^yatm 
















N^«h^ with provisions for 
u{)datii^g information on 
©qui|iii«!jit 




i2e' 


r/ 


. 42 ' 


l8 






^ By f>hysical invientbry nukk;: 
aiyuially 

ii^sr^frequontly than annually 


^ 41.2 
49.0 


48.6 
44.5 


. 21.2 
61.2 


^ 57.7 
26.9 


40. 0 
30.0 


43.9 
S3. 4 


10.6 
78.7 


By other lacans 


9.8 


7.0' 


17^6 


15.4 


30.0 


2.7 


10.6 


Totai 


W.O 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


• 100. c 


100.0 



ERIC 
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Table 13 



• * * • 

Percentage Distribution of Institutions by the Estijnated Annual Cost of Operating Property-Accoontirig 

and Scientific Equipnent-Sharing Systenis, . 
and by Type and Control of Institution . 



' t ' ' — , ' ■ ' : 




All Institutions 


IMiversities . 


Fout-Y^ar Colleges 


Annual Cost 


Total 


Public 


Private 


Public 


Private 


Public 


Private 


Property aaaounting system . 
















Number of , institutions 


B60 ' 


42 Z 


108 


44 


" SOS - 


103 


Less than $2,000 


12.8 


5,4 


'33*6 


0 * 


0 


i.i 


48.1 


$2,000-5,000 


4.0 


4.8 ~ 


1*8 


0 . 


5.9 


6.5 


0 


$5,001-10,000 


9.1 


8.6 


10.5 


i.6 


5.9 


11. i 


12.5 


$10,001-20,000 . , 


' 17.6 


16,8 


19.6 


8.2 


23.5 


19.9 


17.9 


$20,001-30,000 


.17.0 


18.3 . 


13.4 


■ 9.8 


23.5 


21.3 


9.0 


$50,001-50,000 ' 


18.1 


21,9 


7.4 


26.2 


17.6 


20.4 , 


3.0 


Nfc>re than $50,000 


21.4 


24.2 


13.7 


54.1 


23.5 . 


13. S 


9.5 


Total 


100.0 


100. 0 


100.0 ^ 


100.0 


100.0 . 


100.0 


100.0 


Saientifia equipment- siiain-ng . eystem ' 
















Number of institutions 


184 


Ul 


63 


40 


21 


91 


32 


p2ss than $2,000 


1^.1 


. 12.5 


■ 10.7 




* 




* 


$2,000-5,000 


14.2 


15.? 


10.7 


* 


* 


* 




i.5, 001-10, 000 


9.6 


9.3 


10.7 








* 


$10,0(Jl-20,000 


35.1 


38.7 


" 21.5 






* 


* 


$20,001-30,000 . . 


16.^ 


15.2 


■ 21.5 






* 




$50., 001- 50, 000 ■ • 


2.6 


0 


. 12.4 






it 




• NJore than $50,000 


9.9 


9.2 


12.4 


* 


* 


* 




Total 


100.0 


100. 0 


100.0 








at 



^Insufficient response rate to present detail. / 
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•Tabic 14 



Heci^ients of Caaplete Cqjies of Hquipwent Invcsntories for Prijperty-Accoujiting 
. aiul Scientific Hquipukait-Sliariiig Systesis, \ 
by Type and Control of Instituticm • 
[In Peixentuijes] , 



Recipients 


All Institutions 
Total ~TuEllc Private 


f Uiivcrsitics. 
l^iblic Private 


Hou r - VcorCo 1 U^cs _ 
l^iliTTc i'rivate 


















^(U»be^ of institutions 






24? 


108 


44 




10^ 


Ihirchasing officer 


73.0 


73.1 


72.6 


57.2 


51.8 


78.7 


81.6 


Office of re^M^arch adeiinistraticn 


25.3 


28.5 


16.8 


27.5 


3^.0 


28.6 


7.6 


l£qui|>u)cnt **sl\ai' iiig systm officer 


10. 0 


10.1 


9.7 


14.9 


17,3 


8.4 


6,4 


Deans of schools or colleges 


52.1 


35.4 


22.9 


52.1 


20.7 


36.5 


23.8 


De|)artacnt heads 


54.5^ 


36.6 


28.8 


36.6 


34.6 


36.6 


26.5 


livdividuai faculty ,or researchers 


9.1 


7.5 


13.7 


5.7 


17. i 


8,1. 


12,1 




f 














"Nuabev of institutions 


194 


132 


£3 


40 


21 






i^irchasing officer 


6S.4 


69.8 


54.8 


^ 49.9 


45,4 


78,4 


60. S 


Office of research aJnuiUs^tration 


60.9 


S8,9 


65,6 


66.6 


90.9 


55.6 


49.2 


LqUipoient-sl^arin^i- system officer 


' 43.4 


47, Q 


, 34.5 . 


54,1 


S4.S 


43.9 


21,5 


'Ocans of schools or colleges 


64:6 


69.6 


52.3. 


54,1 • 


36.3 , 


76.4 


62.6 


l^eixartjaent ho&ds 


42.9. 


■ 37.7 


55. 7 . 


54,1 


27.3 


50.6 


74.3 


Individiiiii faculty or re scar die riJ 


16.0 


14.5 


19.6 


25.0 


IS. 2 


9,9 _ 


20.6 

r:- t -r t-x-^— t - - 



\ 



Table. 15. 

Seif-Kvaliiation of the wSucccss of tl\o Scientific hlfpipneut-Sliaring Systoii, 
by 'ly^H? and Control of Iniititution 

(In rorccntages) * 



All In.st i tut ions IMlversitles rpur - Year Co l Ic g ^e.s 

Level of Success Total ~T\iIvllc Private l\J>ru: "private ' labile Trivafe" 





J ' 1 » 




134 




53 


■ 40 


Zl 


91 


S2 




Coaisidevable success 




• 10.5 


10.6 


9.6 


11.4 


17.6 


10.3 


.4.5 




Fair i>uccess 




46.1 


43.7 


52.2 


22.9 


41.2 


S2.8 


■ 59.3 


* 


No succes^s 






0 


4.6 


0' 


11. 8 


0 


0 




Too early to detenaiiu? 




27.1 


29.7 


20.6 


48.6 


17.6 


21,4 


22.5 




Not applic^iblc 




15.2 


16.0 


13.1 


17.1 


u:s 


15.5 . 


13.9 




Total 


' 'iit 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 

4 


100.0 


iOD.O 


100.0 


UK).0 



32 



ERIC 
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Tahlc 10 



Informal Sharing of Scientific Hquippejnt, by Type aiul Control of Institution 

(In Pcn»tases) 



Informal Slmrin^ 




Institutions 


Universities 


Four- Year Col levies 


Totiil 


Public 


Private 


Public 


Private 


Public 


Private 


: 'i — ' ' 

[yuitituttans unth aci^ntifij 
































(Asnber 


184 


ISl 


53 


40 


22 


$1 




Hxtexisive 


■ 37,3 


31.6 


50.7 


28.6 


23. 5 




69ji) 


Moderate 


4S.5 


4S. 9 


37»3 • 


S4.3 


52.9. 


4i5.S 


26.8 


Minimal 


1 / . 3 


19.5 


12.0 


17.1 


23. S 


20.6 


4.2 


None 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Total 


100.0 


.100.0 


100.0 


100,0 


100.0 


100.0 


100,0 




















• 














Nuabcv 






186 


72 


1^6 


2^4 


iss 


Extensive 


20.4 


1S.6 > 


23.5 


19.0 


22.5 


•J8.4 


23.9. 


Moderate 


49.6 


4S.4 


SI. 7 


57.1 


' 57.5 . 


45.7 


49,4 


Miiiimal 


25.6 


26,6 


24.1 


• 22.2' 


17.5 


27.9 


26.7 


Noiuj 


4.3 


6.5 


.7 


1.6 


2.5 


sio • 


0 


Total 

• 


100.0 


100,0 


100. 0 


■ 100^0 
-J ^„ 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 0 



Table 17 



TtTrsorisTlevIiS^ingnies^ DetiTmino If 

U£>quired Sci^itific i-quipincnt is Mrv'ady Available, 
by lypc and Contix>l of iJistituUon 
(In Percoitajj^es) 



Revievvrs 


All 


Institutioni; 


Uhiversitios 


Four -Year 


Collegos 


Total , 
,(N-676) 


Public. 
(N-437) 


Private 
C>;-239) 


Public 
(N-112) 


Private 
,(N«74) 


W)lic 
(N-3251 


^Private" 
(N-165) 


For ^quijmmnt coating l^aa than - 
















$ La, ova 
















^*roject pn^ser ^ 


^ 64.8 


5S.4 


76.5 


67.7 


80.0 


55.3 


74.9 


l>epart»cnt head ! 


56. S 


55,4 


58.7 


?r4.o 


.56.7 


59.3 


59.6 


Dean of scliool or coriege\ 


43.1 


45.3 


39.3 


38.3 


38.3 


47.6 


39.7 


Office of research a^iainistraticji 


40.0 


47.9 


25.5 / 


42.9 


35.0 


49.6 


21.2 


Otiier academic officer 


7.2 


6.9 


7.7/ * 


1.1 


5.0 


8.9 


9.0 


OtlK?r atfciijustrativc or t^isiness 
















officer 


S.i 


5.0 


5.1 


4.5 


6.7 


5.2 


4.4 


Not ap|>Ucable 


4.1 


5.3 




S.6 


0 


5.1 


2.7 


/or aquii^^nt adatin^ mor^ than 
































inject proposer 


59.0 


54.7 


66.^ 


62,2 


76.7 


52.1 


62.4 


l>(y|>artjaent }>cad 


55.7 


55.2 


60.4 


43.7 


60.0 


56.4 


60.6 


i^aji of school' or college 


45.8 


45.8 


45.7 


40.4 


■43.3 


47.6 


46.8 ^• 


Office of research adaLnistratictfi 


45.9 
> 


S3. 9 


31.2 


56.8, 


43.3 


5^2.8 


25.8 


()the# acadeoic officer 


7.4. 


7.2 


7.7 


2.2 


5.0 


8.9 


9.0 


Otiier adniinistrative or iHJSiness 
















*ot"ficer 


5.9 


6.3 


s.i > 


8.7 


6.7 


5.5, 


4.4 


Nbt applicable 


4.1 


5.0 


2.4 


3.3 


1.7 


5,6 


2.7 
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Table 18 



Ferscyis Reviewing Requosts to purchasa Scientific Equipment, 
; ^ • . by Type and Control of Institution 
(5n Percfflitages) 





All 


Institutiais 


Ubiivcrsities 


Four-Year Coilescs 




Total 
CN-676) 


TV ,>*^ 

rXiDllC 
(N-437J 


Private 
CN-2393 


1110 ilC 
(N-112) 


private 
fN-74) 


t\u)i.lC 

CN-32S) 


Privat* 

0;-i6sy 


For nquipmnt costing 1^90 than ilQ, 000 
















Project proposer 


50,4 


47.2 


56,^ 


56.7 


64.4 


45*9 


52.9 


Departmnt head 


SS.S 


56.1 


63.0 


47.3 


4^.3 


59.1 


69.5 


Dean of school or college 


44.8 


44.2 


45.8 


36.6 


35.8 


46.8 


SO. 3 


Office of research a«kiinistration 


26.1 


29.0 


20.9' 


29.5 


28.6 


28.8 


" 17 .-5. 


IXirchas ing office 


31.2 


35.5 


23.3 


37.8 


26.8 


34.8 • 


21.7 


Other acadcsic ofticer 


4.9 


" 4.9 


4,8 


2.4 


5.4 


5.8 


4.6 


Oth^ adainistrative or business 
Oificer 


5.8 


5.1 


7.1 


4.7 


8.9 


5.3 


6.3 


Not applicable 


2.S 


' 2.2 ' 


3.1 


S.9 


3.6 


,9 


2.9 


For ^luipmttnt <j<mting mor^ than $10,600 
















Project proposer 


47.2 


45.5 


50.4 


: 53.0 


62.6 


43.0 


44.9 


Department head 


56.3 


54.6 


59.5 


. 44-Q 


50.1 


58.2 


65,7 


Dean of school or college 


SO.O 


47,8 


54.2 


42.9 


41.1 


49.5 


60.0 


Office of res^irch a^kinist ration 


32.0 


35,2 


26.2 


41.7 


54.0 


33.0 


22.7 


Purchasing office 


32.6 


35.1 


27.8 




30.4 


34.4 


2d. 7 


Other acadeaic officer 


S.3 


5.7 




J'' 


5.4 


■ 6.1 


4.5 


Other aiiainistrative or business 
officer 


■6.6 


6.4 


7.0 


9.0 


8.9 


S,S 


6-2 


Not applicable 


3.1 


3.2 


3,0 


4.5 


3,6 


2.7 


2.8 



Table 19 

Institutions with Methods for Avoiding Umecossary I'^urchai^e of Scientific Equipment, 

by Type and Coitrol of :^titution 
(In Percentages) 



Level of ^^^ratioii 



All Insti tutions 

fota'l' iWlTc PrlvaTe 



^llniversities 



WIvate 



Ni^^r of CnsHtutian^ \jith nb fomal 



Four-Year^ Colleges^ 
nPGBlTc T^Tvate 



equipment' sharing ^ystmns - ' 




22 


3$ • 




2$ 


13 


59 


Purchasing office 


25.3 


40.5 


21. 


'5 


33.3 


19.0 


41.9 


22.6 


Office of research adninistration 


13.3 


28.5 


9. 


,6 


33.3 


14:3 


27,5 


7.5 


Other central institutioR. office 


12.1 


0 


15. 


,1 


0 


9.5 


0 


17.5 


Office of dean of school or college 


34.5 


29.9 


35. 


.7 


0 


42.9 


35,6 


32.6 


Departsient head 


SO. 4 


40.6 


52. 


9 


66.7 


47,6 


3S.6 


.55.?- 


Other 


6.0 


0 


7. 


5 


0 


19.0 


0 


2.4 


No niethod 


22.7 


30.5 


20. 


8 


33.3 


28,6 


29.9 


'17.4 



ERIC 
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APPENPIX A; Survey Instnaaent 
American Council on education 

ONE DUPOhn* CiRCUC / 
WASHINGTON. O, C. 20038 . ' 



HICHCn EOUCATiON PAMUl. 
(10X1 a9t-A7»7 

' ' ■ ' ; 

. Higher Education Panel Survey No. 44 

Shated Use bf Scientific Ejyil^jaent 



August 31, 1978 



This is the forty- fourth survey of the Higher Education Panel, "•'Shared 
Use of Scientific Equipment," sponsored by the National Science Foundation. 
The purjtoae of this survey is. to gather information about the arrangem^ts 
colleges and universltitis make to facilitate sharing of scientific equipment. 

One of the f actors^ limiting the productivity of science and engineering - 
faculty members is the lack of timely availability of scientific equipment , 
needed for conducting research. In addition, the quality of graduate science 
education is dependent upon the availability of appropriate scientl^t^eqxilp- 
ment for dissertation research. This constraint on the^ output and quality 
of reseairch has become more serious in recent years as the cost of research 
equipment has risen. Obviously more research can be accomplished wlfh available 
funds if the purchase of n^w equipment can be reduced by the shared use of suit- 
able equipment. 



To Increase the availability of scicaitific equlpmeat when and where It is 
neede<i» sone institutions have Initiated formal methods for, sharing equipment. 
These methods range from sophisticated institution-wide computer-orieated egaip- 
meat assistance to small-scale cooperative arrangements. The federal govcmnient, 
particularly the National Science Foundation and the National Institutes of , 
Health, encourages the sharing of scientific research equipment. These agencies - 
n^ed information on institutional sharing arrangements to develop program alter- 
natives related to optimal utilization of available scientific research equip- 
moat. Information on the methods and procedures presently used by colleges and 
universities for shared use should also be beneficial to local institutions in 
meeting more adequately the needs of faculty mesibers for scientific equipment. 
Institutions can profit through knowledge of the experience of others. 

Upon completion of the questionnaire, please return it to your HEP represents- 
tive for forwarding to us by September 22, 1978 . ' . '^f 

Thank you for your cooperation. ' 
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AMtlcaa CotmclX on Education 
Higher EducAtioo Survey No, 44 

Shared Uga of Sci^atlfic Eouipmteit 



OMB#O99-R0265 «xp. 6/81 



1/ 



AT VOUK INSTITOTION, WHO REVIEWS RESEARCH gROF OSALS 
TO DETERMINE WHETHLT SCJENTIFIC EQUIPKtNT REQUIRED 
HAY AUJEApV BE AVAILABLE (»[ THE CAMPUS? 
(ChMxik (/) aU that cq?ply in 0aah colwwu ) 

Equipasit 

_ Costing; 



Projact proposer (propo»«d priaci- 
PaI iav*«tig«ti>r) 

Ocpartmat hMd 

Dean of school or college 

Offic* of r«»a«rch wimlnistritioQ 
(Includa *ayott« with ciotral 
institutiotuU. r«spoa«lbiIity 
for rMaarch) " 

Othar (plaaaa *P«<^if3*)_ 



Not appllcabl* 



Under $10, (XK) 
$10,000 or aor« 

4 



2. 



^ AT YOOR IKSTITtTriMi.WHQ. RKVTnN g^^lTi^STS^-l i^R - - 

0^ SCIEOTIFIC EQUIPMENT^MTEiWINE 
WHETHER THE SqUIPMENT MAY ALREADY BE AVAILABLE 
OK THE CAMPUS? 

(Cn^ok (/) aU^that apply in each aalwn .) 

EquipaMat 



Principal Inwatigator 

pepartMot haad 

Daan of school or collage 

Office of. research administration 
(IncliKla anyone with central 
^ InatitHtional responsibility 
for reaaarch) 

Purchasing office 

Other (please specify) f 



Uidar $10,000 
$10,000 or aore 



Hoc applicabla 



3a. DOis YOUR IKSTITUtXOH MAINTAIN A FORMAL ACMCNTIKG 
OR CONTROL SYSTEM FOR INSTITUTIQftiAL PROPERTY OTHER 
THAH REAL ESTATE ? — ! • 

m 

3b, If '^Yee," plaaaa indicate the iource of the raqiiiri- 
■eat for this systaa. 

(Chsak {/) th0 . aimrte mo^t appropriate answer.) 

State r^uireMant affecting institutions 
of kighar aduoation 

- Collage or univeraity systM requiri 



4a. 



DOES YOUR INSTITUTlOli HAVE A SYSTEM OR PROCEDURE 
WHICH IS SPECIFICALLY DESIQ«1D, AT LEAST IH PART, 
TO FACILITATE IHE SHARED USB OF SClEiniFIC EQUIP- 
>ffiNT? • ^ 



YES 



HO 



4b. 



If snawer t^''xiQis 
the following 



ition 4a la "Ho;* please answer 




IS YOI^R INSTITUTION HOW DEVELOPING PLAHS FOR A 

sys;:ek or procedure xnteni^ ^ faciliiate the 
s;hared use of scientific equipment? 



yes 



NO 



If the answer to the above is '*Yes/* BY WAT DATE 
DO YOU EXPECT THE SYSTEM TO BE IN OPEKATION? 



MONTH AND YEAR 



taquirad by adalniatratlon of individual 
inatitution 

_„; Other (spacify) 



5a* If '^as" in 4a or 4b: HOW IS (WILL BE) THE EQUIP- 
MENT SHARING SV^TO! RELATED TO THE INSTITUTIONAL 
PROPERTY ACCOUNTUfG^ SYSTEM REPORTED IN QUESTION} 3? 

. (C!hB<3k (^) th^ ^^'^gfe a^ T pw px^fjii <7TTt»i>^r. } 

. ^ {will be) an Integral part of the property 

accQisiting or control systes. 

It iJ^Cwill be) coordinated to a significant ex- 
tant with the propejty accounting or control 
syste«. 

It la (wUl be) entirely or aK>stly indapandant of 
the property accounting or con^ol syate». 

Xoo Arly to dateralne. 

Sot applicable (Anawared **No*' la Question 3a.) 



5b, 



If^^Yaa" in 4a , MAY WE RSXASE TO THE NATIcmL 
SQim^ FOtmDATION INPOJMATION ABOUT YOUR SYSTEM 
IN IDENTIFIED FORM? The Foundation aay vlab to 
contact your institutiim for twre Inforwation 
about* your systaa #iid would appreciate having the 
siaae, ^ddv^^^ and telephone nua2>ar of the p^raon 

. to whoa these inquiries ahould be diracted. 

» . ■ 

Please do not rfleasa informtioa identl- 

-^iad with this inst:* tution. 

Y ES. Inquiries should be directed to: 

I Naae i 

Title - 

Addreas: 



Telephone: 



6, 



DOE$ i HPOmi SKARMjf OF SCIENTIFIC iQUIPHENT 
PLACE AT YOUR INSTimiON? 

Y eat axtaaeivaly 

Y es, to a Aodarata degree 

. Y es, but only atnijasily ' 

No 
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If uOU cm^u^p^d ^o*^ to both Qu^ation 6a and 
but amiuar Qui^ntinfu^ IS fmd 19, 



] 
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Th« to I lowing quAsCioiiK «ppXy both to formal iSiut itut ion^l property iccounlinc tysCtsAs (Qu««tton ^ ) «ad to systtms 
whiizh &v speclflCAily deBigiwd, ft least In part, to facilita'tt -th* sharad uat of sclantific fquip»«nt (Quastion 

Tha lattar Cyp« ot syata* i» rafarrad to in tha tollowing quaationt as a "Sciaatific Equipaeat Shariag Syatam. ' 

J^kjtej Iniitttutloni* which hava only ona of tha tvo syatama should Aa^war only in tha coiu«n appropriata to tha 
systcQ. Jnatltution» which hava ona ayitaxa which iti daaigoad to serva both -property accounting purpoaaa and aqulp-^ 
B^tnt Mhi^rlng purpoaaa ahould glva snwvars in both colujans. Institutions which hava a separate syatem for each pur- 
\^on% lihouXd likawUa answer In. both coluamu. If your Inatitution has fitore than one Proparty Accounting Syataa or 
S»^a than on«» Sciantific Equipi^nt Sharing Systaa, such as saparate syvtaai for tha School of Eagiaaariag or the 
Madlc«l School, the anavera to QuaiiCions 7 through 17 should be based on the aystcw which includes the «08t equip- 
aeiit as aa^&surtd in tarma of acquisition cost. 



7a. WHICH 0^' THK RKLOWING ITEMS OF INR)RWAX10N AXE 
KECOKDED FDR EACH PIECL OP EqU iPHKNT IN EACH 
SYSTKM? 

(i'fWi'k ("'^-^ijl^ th,it appl'j in t'izah colwrn , ) 

Scientific 
Frbperty Equipoaent 
Accounting / Sharing 
SvN tea Syat-cm 



Int(,>rmatlun iLesi 



Naae of item 

Technical description 

Person raspcr.slbla tor 
the equipment 

AvrtiUblHty (the portion of 
Cl»a the aqulpsent may be 
available Co others) 

V^Iue: 

Actual acquisition 

Market value at tin 
of acquiaitlon 

Location of equipment 

Condition of aqulpa&ent 

Age or year of manufacture 



XXXX 



7b, 



IS "mt^: rR(WT.sToN kos updating inr)rmation on 

KQUIPMENT IN EACH SYSTf«, SUCH AS THE PERSON 
RESPONSIBLE, AVAILABILITY, L(X:AT10N, OR CONDI- 
TION OF' THE EQUIPMEJjt? 



YES 



NO 



If '*Yes," how; 

Pinparty 

Accountinjj 

System 

By physical inventory^ 

Hade annually 

Made les4>' frequently 

than annually ^ 

By other aieans 
(plratte describe 

briefly) ^ 



Scientific' 

Equipment 

Sharing 



8. IN WHAT TORMAT Aii£ THE RECORDS KEl'T? 

{C}u'(^k (/) iiiKqli: n)03t appy\7pri.ati: tt^m in ^ac^h aolum, , ) 



Type of_rej:ord 

File cards or other aanually 
prepared paper records 

Coaputarized systsa 



'Personal knowledgs of the 

program onager or coordinator 

Other (Please specify) ■ 



Property 
Accounting 
' S ystem_ 



Scientific 
Equipment ■ 
Sharing 
System 



9. AT WHAT LKVEL ARJ^ THE SYSTEMS AIJWIN I STEREO? 

( Chv<*k ( /) at I that apply' ^l££h. ££^ii£!Zl' ^ 

Sciencific 



Propiurty 
Accounting 



Equipment 
Sharing 

System 



Level 

College or univ«rsity 

systest office 

Central office at your 

institution ^ 

School or department ^ ^ 

10. IX) THESE SYSTEKS KWE PR(X:EDURES ¥0K ADDING NEW 
EQUIPKENT TO THE LIST OR INVENTORY? 
YEi; NO 



If '^ee/' when: 

(Checfk f /j in eaah coluntx. ) 



Property 

Accounting 

System 



Scientific 

Equipment 
Sharing 

System 



Only at tlie time of 
acquisition 

More frequently than annually 

Annually " 

Leae frequently than 
annually 



U- HOW LONC HAVE THE SYSTEKS BKKN T?^ OPERAin^N SUB- 
STANTIALLY IN TKKIH PRESENT H)K)* 



Property 

Accounting 



Scientific 
Equipment 
Shar ing 




Letit) t)ian one year 

One but less than two years 

Two to five ytars 

More than tlve ye^rs 
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12. 



X3. 



14. 



VaUT XS THE MINIMUM VALUE K)k 
INCLUSION OF EQUIPMENT IN: 

«• Th^ Property Account- 

lag Sy»tM . $ 

b. Tb« £qulpii«it Sharing 

Syscea $ 



WHAt IS THE TOTAL VALUE OF 
SQUIPMENT NOW INaUBED IN: 

A» Th« Prop«rcy Account- 
io^ Systta 

b. Th« KquipBwnt Sharing 
Systte 



WHAT IS THE Affl UAL COST OF 
OPBRATIJIG THESE SYSTEMS? 
(Do not include th« original 
lnv«n€ory coat but do in- 
clude aalaxiaa, ci«^, 0K>va- 
sant of aquipsAant, coBputar 
chargaa, acc.) 

a, Tha Property Atpount- 

ing Sy«ta« ^ 



Tha Equipa 
Syacas 



int Sharing 



(astisate 

if 

i^caaaary) 



(aatimata 

if 

nacaaaary) 



(estimate 

if^' ' 
nacaaaary) 



15. WHO AStE PROVIDED COMPLETE COPIES OF EQUIPMENT 
INV^XTORIES? 

^ (Pigaaa aiwck iJ) all that apply eaah aolimm .) 



Office, or Offl^car 

Institution purchasing 
officer 

Office of t«aaarch , 
adsLinistratlmi 

(Include anyone with 
central institutional 
reaps^sibility for 
research) 

Equipsent sharing system 
officer 

l^ang^o^ pchools or coilegea 
researchats i . 



Property 
Accounting 

System 



Scientific 

Equipment 

Sharing 

Syatem 



16. 



17. 



IF DEANS OF SCHOOLS OR^.pEPARTMENT HEA1>S ARE NOT 
PK>V?DED CCmPLETE C0PIE5' OF SCIEKTIFIC EQUIP- 
MSn; INVENTORIES, ARE THEY PROVIDED INVENTORIES 
OF SCIENTIFIC EQUIPMENT ASSIGNED TO T«EIR RBI'- 
SPON^^JLITY? 

^^ES • .. , NO- APPLICABLE 

HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE DEGREE OF SUCCESS 
OF THE EQUIPMENT SHARING SYSTEM TO MTE? . 

C onsiderable succaaa T oo early to determine 

?*ir succesf ^Not applicable 

N o ai^cess 



Ilf yvu (jnm^r0d ^o^^ in Questiofi Sa' and Qua»ticn 4a 
flnst-Ltution doua not hazM^ a for^t p7\:}pgrty iZac^cimt'' 
i-ng gyat^m or a system speaificsalli^ designed, at 
leoBt in part, to facilitata the, sJiariid use of 8(nsn'' 
^^/jg aqutpm&tt) , pl^as^ an3W0r th^ folto^ng. 

18. DOES YOUR INSTITUTION KAVE^A METHOD FOR AVOIDING 
UNNECESSARY PURCHASE OF NEW SCIENTIFIC EQUIP- 
MENT TtUT ALREADY MAY BE AVAIU^LE? 



YES 



NO 



19. If '*Yas" in question 18, at what level does tha 
aystea operate? 

Purchasing office 

O ffice of research administration 
, Other central institution offica 

O ffice of dean of school or college , 
, ^Department head 

^Othar (please specify) 



o 
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Please keep a copy of this survey for your records. 
Person coBRffXetintj form 



Name 



Thank yau f6r your assistance 

Please return this for» bv Septa:^er 22. 1978 to; 
Higher Education Panel/ 
Ainerican Coisicil on Education 
One Dx^wnt Circla:^ K,tf»* 
Waahinqtoh, D-C. 2Q036 

If you have, any questions or probleSui, please call the HEP staff collect at {202) 833-4757. 



Departsaent 



Phons 
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APPHNDIX" B:- Respcaise Analysis and Weighting NSethodg 

Of the eligible Panel institutions, 85 percent provided usable data before the 
deadline for questionnaire returns. , Higher- than -average response rates were recorded 
for public universities and for institutions with FTE graduate enrollments of 1,000- 
3,gQ.O (89 percent each) . Institutions with the lowest , FTE enrollments^ -a total of 
1,000 or fewer, and 200 or fewer graduate__stiudents--had the lowest .response rates 
(73 percent and 76^ percent, respectively). 



— ■ ' — — ^ — ^ — * 


Respondents 


Nonrespondents 


Response 


Characteristic 


(N=372) - _ 


(N=67), 


Rate 


Total 


100.0 


100.0 


84.7 ■ 


Control J 




'I 




Public ' 


69.9 


64.2 


85.5 


^ Private 


30.1 


35. S 


82.4 . 


Full -type 






/ 


Public universities 


26.3 


17.9 


89.1 


• Private universities 


16.1 


16.4 


- 84.5 


Public four-year 


43.5 


■ 46.3 


83,9 


' Private four-year 


14.0 


19.4 


80.0 



Census Region 
East 

. Midwest , 
South 
West 

Total FTE enrollment 

<1,000 
• 1,001-4,999 

5.000- 9,999 
>10,000 

Graduate FTE enrollment 
<200 

?01- 1,000 

1.001- 3,000 
>3,000 



26.0'^ 
25.2 
31.'7 
17.1 



5.1 
29.6 
34.1 
31.2 



19.6 
41.1 
30.4 
8.9 



36.9 
21.5 
27.7 
13.8 



.10.4 
32,8 
28.4 
28,4 



^34.3 
'32.. 8 
20.9 
12.0 




80.0 
86.9 
86.7 
•87.5 



73.1* 

83.3 

87.0 

85.9 



76.0* 
87.4 
89.0 
80.5 



*Rat^ falls more tfea^, 10 percent below the overall response rate. 
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Weighting « . 

Survey respcsises of the Panel members were statistically adjusted to represent 
the characteristics of thje 676 colleges and universities in the eligible pqHilation. 
Jhe data, were weigltfed, within each of the ten stratification cells listed below, 
by the ratio of the number of institutions in the population to the number of Panel 
institutions which responded. Weights were computed separately for each data item 
to allow for a varying number of responses to the survey questions. The resulting 
cell and item weights were applied to the responses of each institution, and the 
weighted data were then aggregated into the broad"^ institutional categories use^ in 
the survey analysis. Thus all data represent independently ccr^^uted population esti 
mates. Because e^ch data elanent was weighted separately, sub- totals generally ap- 
proxijnate, but may not add exactly to, their corresponding totals. 



Stratification Desig n 



1, 
2, 
3, 
4, 



6, 
7, 

8. 

9. 

10. 



Stratum 



Public Ph.D. Universities 
Private Ph.D. Universities 
Public Medical Schools 
Public Black Four-Year Colleges 

(FTE > 3000) 
Public Nonblack Four-Year Colleges 

(FTE > 8750) 
Private ^^edical Schools 
Private Nonblack Four-Year Colleges 

(FTE > 8750). 
Public Four-Year Colleges 

(FTE 3700 - 8750) 
Public Four-Year Colleges 

(FTE 2000 - 3700) 
Private Four- Year Colleges 

(PTE 2000 - 3700) 



Panel 


Represented 


RespondeYits 


Population 


98 


112 


60 


74 


22 


30 


9 


13. 


• 81 


107 


13 • 


18 


. 9 


13 


34 


77 


16 


98 


• 30 


' 134 
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